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1 Executive Summary 
Project Overview:  Phase One  

Development review plays a significant role in the city’s ability to create a diverse and attractive 
place to live and work.  New development and redevelopment can improve the city’s tax base, 
provide diverse opportunities for housing and urban renewal, and create new employment. In 
most communities, the land development approval process has become increasingly complex 
and challenging for applicants to navigate.   

In general, the process is criticized as being unpredictable and taking too long.  Over the years, 
the city has implemented a number of practices to improve customer relations and has also 
streamlined process steps.  Despite these improvements, aspects of the process continue to be 
frustrating for customers and staff. 

Other local jurisdictions in the metro area have increasingly integrated their land-use, site 
development and building permit processes into a single workflow and turned to online 
permitting solutions to save time, improve customer service, and track data more efficiently.  

For the most part, Beaverton has not capitalized on these available advancements.  From a 
business process standpoint, development review is carried out in three highly inter-dependent 
and yet very separate “value streams.”  From a technology standpoint, the city is not utilizing 
industry-best tools and software, and existing electronic capabilities are not optimized because 
they are not utilized by all staff, available to all staff or have not been fully implemented. 

Rather than undertake another study of the problem, in April 2015 the city embarked on a six-
month project to implement Lean methods (defined on page 8) and begin making improvements 
to the process that will help reduce timelines, increase consistency and predictability, and allow 
greater application of automation technology.  The purpose of this first phase of improvements 
was to begin melding the processes of three separate divisions– Building, Planning, and Site 
Development - into a seamless development review process that is: 

supported by customer service that is timely, consistent, respectful, clear, accountable, and 
conducted in partnership with the development community with better tools and support to staff 

in performing their roles. 

The aim of the project was to empower city staff to take action on the things they had the power 
to change, create real and sustained improvements to the development review process, and 
institute a culture of continuous improvement in the organization.  The project included: 

-  Map the current and future state process, identify gaps and process improvements, 
develop actions plans, and work on seven improvements projects for 90 days. 

-  A technology assessment to determine how automation technology may be used to 
further streamline work flows and bring Beaverton’s process in line with current industry 
standards and best practices.   

-  Discussion groups with customers to hear their frustrations with the process, identify 
what is working well, gather their ideas for improvements and share some of the City’s 
emerging solutions for process improvements. 
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Project Outcomes 

¶ Fully documented current and future state 
process maps, with a clear vision of what 
the process is to become and the value 
proposition for customers. 

¶ Full understanding of the process across all 
three divisions, including the problem areas 
and inefficiencies and what is needed to 
further automate the process to achieve 
more streamlining and greater efficiencies. 

¶ Staff skills in business process mapping and 
applying Lean practices to achieve process 
improvements. 

¶ Clarity about how customers view the 
process, what they want from it, and the 
changes they would like the city to make. 

¶ Greater willingness to see changes 
positively, consider alternatives to current 
policies and procedures, and take action to 
change the process for the better. 

¶ Measureable progress on all seven of the 
targeted process improvements. 

¶ More collegial relationships and stronger 
collaboration among the three divisions that 
carry out development review.  

¶ Greater understanding of department-level 
capacity to work on and sustain 
improvements. 

¶ Final product is staff-driven and “owned” by 
professional staff. 

Recommendations 
There are risks to the city for not investing the time and resources to significantly improve the 
development review process, including continued customer frustration that spans years and a 
continued adversarial relationship between staff and customers. Developers will lose interest in 
working with the city to meet Beaverton’s vision, which impacts the city’s economic and 
community development strategy. Staff are enthusiastic now but will lose faith in their power to 
change the process if they are not supported with the necessary tools, training, and resources to 
actually change the process and how they carry it out.   

The City of Beaverton must decide if it really is serious about significantly improving the 
development review process. If so, it must implement these recommendations in Phase Two: 

1. Carry forward and complete the improvements begun in Phase One.   

2. Build a new customer service culture for development review.   

3. Take immediate action to implement two or three highly visible improvements specifically 
requested by customers. 

4. Invest in technology solutions and implement the recommendations in the Technology 
Assessment.   

5. Allocate the necessary resources to fully implement Phase One improvements and the 
recommendations in the Technology Assessment in FY 2015/2016. 

-  Staff time/allocation, new FTE, and $117,995 for software, equipment, and training. 

6. Revisit the ‘problem list’ generated in Phase One Value Stream Mapping and look for 
additional opportunities for process improvement. 

7. Conduct Value Stream Improvement on Inspections and Final Sign Off. 

8. Develop a road map for long-term capital investment in and stable funding of the 
development review process as part of a multi-phase effort. 
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2 Background  
Development review plays a significant role in the city’s ability to create a diverse and attractive 
place to live and work.  New development and redevelopment can improve the city’s tax base, 
provide diverse opportunities for housing and urban renewal, and create new employment 
opportunities.  Development review can be an effective tool for retaining and enhancing 
Beaverton’s quality of life by ensuring development proposals: 

-  are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and zoning ordinances, 

-  consist of high quality building design, urban design and site planning,  

-  include quality public improvements that limit the city’s maintenance and replacement 
costs, and 

-  provide an overall public benefit. 

In most communities, the land development approval process, standards, and forms have been 
developed incrementally over the years and in many cases have become increasingly complex 
and challenging for applicants to navigate.  In general, the development review process is 
criticized for being unpredictable and taking too long. A backlog of applications is common in 
jurisdictions across the country, with processing bottlenecks occurring frequently. Applicants and 
citizens often do not understand the process. 
 
A review of management studies of the development review process in a number of other cities 
illustrated a common set challenges that nearly all local jurisdictions grapple with: 

¶ Staff have their individual areas of expertise and are often not familiar with all three of 
the processes. 

¶ Staff need to be energetic and enthusiastic in these positions; some are over-worked and 
under-empowered (specialize in one part of the Code), and often feel that they are in 
survival mode.  

¶ Staff inherit the Code and were not involved in creating it, causing a lack of ownership for 
the process.  

¶ Staff in the field often trump the decisions made by planners in the office. When staff 
disagree, the weight is on the developer to solve the issue, rather than staff working 
together to find a solution.  

¶ When in doubt, staff have a strong incentive to say “no” because if they’re wrong, they 
only delay approval. But if they say “yes” and they’re wrong, they fear being reprimanded 
for the mistake.  Ultimately, there are consequences to saying “no,” including delaying 
new development from keeping up with demand and resulting in increased costs which 
can be passed on to customers and end users (buyers). 

 
Since 2000, staff and managers in the Community Development and Public Works departments 
have participated in studies and engaged in activities designed to improve the city’s land-use, 
site development and building permit processes (development review process).  During this 
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period three studies by external consultants, one internal assessment conducted by staff and 
managers in the city, and several customer service surveys were conducted as the basis for 
finding ways to improve continuity, efficiency, and turnaround time in the development review 
process.  
 
Over the years, the city has implemented a number of practices to improve customer relations 
and has also streamlined process steps.  Despite these improvements, aspects of the process 
continue to be frustrating for customers and staff. 
  
As with most large jurisdictions, Beaverton’s development review process is complex. Work is 
distributed among three separate divisions and a variety of specialties.  Aspects of the process 
are not timely and customer service and the information provided to customers is inconsistent 
across the staff and the three divisions that comprise development review.   
 
Other local jurisdictions have increasingly integrated their land-use, site development and 
building permit processes into a single workflow and turned to online permitting solutions to 
save time, improve customer service, and track data more efficiently. Several cities and counties 
in the Metro area have advanced to fully on-line systems and most have components of their 
process available on-line.   
 
For the most part, Beaverton has not capitalized on these available advancements.  From a 
business process standpoint, development review is carried out in three highly inter-dependent 
and yet very separate “value streams.”  From a technology standpoint, the city is not utilizing 
industry-best tools and software, and its existing electronic capabilities are not optimized, either 
because they are not utilized by all staff, available to all staff or have not been fully 
implemented. 

Rather than undertake another study of the problem, the city chose to implement Lean methods 
and Value Stream Improvement to begin making incremental improvements to the process that 
will help reduce timelines, increase the predictability of the process, and allow greater 
application of automation technology. 

This project was the beginning of what will be a multi-year effort that will be required to 
streamline and modernize Beaverton’s development review process. 
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3 Project Overview 
Project Purpose  
In April 2015, the city contracted with Kennedy Consulting LLC, with partner firm Koné 
Consulting LLC, to assist staff and managers responsible for the development review process in 
identifying and implementing business process improvements. The primary purpose of this 
project was to begin melding the processes into a seamless development review process that is: 
 

1) supported by customer service that is timely, consistent, respectful, clear, accountable 

2) conducted in partnership with the development community with better tools and 
support to staff in performing their roles.   

This project was NOT another study.  It was not about looking at what people are doing wrong 
and recommending “fixes.”  The aim of the project was to empower process owners and 
managers to take actions that result in real and sustained improvements to the development 
review process.  It focused on facets of the process that process owners and managers within 
the Community Development and Public Works departments are in control of and can actually 
change.  The focus of what can be changed was defined at the very beginning of the project so 
that valuable time was not wasted on things that cannot be changed.  

The project used a continuous improvement approach and Lean methodology to facilitate the 
following outcomes: 

¶ clear understanding among all process owners of the end-to-end process (“as is”), 

¶ identification of bottlenecks and inefficiencies that create backlogs and inconsistent 
outcomes, resulting in frustration for both customers and staff, 

¶ shared understanding and a clear vision among all process owners for an improved, 
streamlined process (“to be”) that addresses these frustrations and inefficiencies, 

¶ tangible changes that reduce the amount of time it takes the city to issue permits 
through the development review process and improve customer and staff satisfaction 
with the process and its outcomes. 

The information gathered and the knowledge produced during the project is also intended to 
drive the next phase of process improvement and provide the city’s executive leaders with 
needed data to make informed decisions about future investments in improving the 
development review process. 
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Project Description 

The philosophy behind the project approach was to apply Lean methodology and identify 
industry best practices in a facilitated process that relied on the knowledge and expertise of the 
process owners (staff).  The project approach was designed specifically to: 

¶ identify and proceed with incremental steps to improvement, not a complete process 
overhaul all at once,                                                                      

¶ identify specific areas of improvement and try some changes, 

¶ include check-ins with customers to vet the proposed changes, and 

¶ learn from what other jurisdictions are doing. 

The primary Lean methodology used in the project is called “Value Stream Improvement” or VSI.  
Value stream thinking involves looking at an entire business process, mapping the process in its 
current state or “as is,” defining what you want for the future state for the process, and 
identifying changes that need to be made to move from the current state to the future state.  
With a clear picture of how the entire process should operate in the future, it becomes easy to 
identify improvements that will close the gap.  The development review process improvement 
project included the following components. 

¶ Pre-scoping:  city leaders and senior managers in CDD and Public Works confirmed the 
organizational purpose of the project and identified the major value streams in the 
development review process. 

¶ Scoping:  Managers and staff determined the scope of the improvement effort - what’s in 
scope and out of scope and where actual work starts and stops – based upon the 
purpose and major value streams identified in pre-scoping. 

¶ Value Stream Mapping (VSM):  the consulting team introduced process owners to the VSI 
method and facilitated this group in the creation of: 1) a current state value stream map, 
2) a future state map identifying possible improvements to the value stream, and 3) 
action plans for implementation of selected improvements, based upon the scope. 

¶ 90-Day Improvement Projects:  With bi-weekly coaching and assistance from the 
consultants, process owners led the implementation of selected process improvements 
and reported progress on value stream goals at defined intervals during the 90-day 
period. 

¶ Technology Assessment:  With the future state value stream map completed, the 
consulting team assessed current use of technology within the existing development 
review process, documented industry best practices and identified opportunities for use 
of automation technology to achieve process improvements. 

¶ Project Retrospective:  After completion of the 90-day improvement projects, the 
consultants facilitated process owners and project sponsors in reflecting on the results of 
the improvements and developing next step activities for further process improvements 
that will achieve efficiencies and better outcomes. 
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Continuous Improvement: Introduction of Lean and Value Stream Improvement 

The consulting team introduced city managers and staff to “Lean” principles and practices as the 
primary method for identifying and implementing improvements to the development review 
process.  Lean is a set of principles based on the core idea that organizations can and should 
maximize value for their customers while minimizing waste.  Lean principles were founded in the 
manufacturing industry but in recent years have been used by service-sector organizations such 
as government benefit programs, hospitals, and clinics to improve services for customers.  

Lean thinking also involves changing the role of management from optimizing department 
“siloes” into optimizing the flow of information or products through whole value streams that 
cross different departments or functions within an organization.  Lean empowers employees to 
make changes to improve workflow and reduce activities that don’t add value, freeing up time to 
prioritize the things that add value to customers.   

While process owners are engaged in Value Stream Improvement, they are learning to conduct 
these sessions for themselves in the future so they can continually improve the development 
review process once the project is completed. 

Experimenting with proposed improvements is another crucial component of the approach:   

¶ It allows the process owners to “fail early,” or in other words to know quickly and early 
which improvements are working and are of value, and which are not in order to 
minimize time and investment in things that don’t work.  

¶ It provides the opportunity to intervene and make a change or “course correction” to a 
proposed improvement that is not yielding the expected results. 

¶ It creates early successes or “quick wins” that energize and provide momentum for the 
improvement effort and motivation for the process owners because they see that the 
process can actually be made better. 

  



 
 

8 

4 Project Activities  
Pre-Scoping 

The purpose of pre-scoping was to have department and division leaders state the organizational 
purpose of the project and identify the major value streams that fulfill the organization’s 
purpose.  The following Purpose Statement was a product of the pre-scoping:  

To provide land use actions, construction permits, inspections, and final project sign-off to the 
development community that is supported by customer service that is:  timely, consistent, 
respectful, clear, accountable, and in partnership with customers, while satisfying local, 
county, regional, state, and federal rules and regulations to maintain excellence in the built 
environment for the community, neighborhoods, and residents. 

Also during the pre-scoping meeting, the following were identified as the Value Streams within 
the development review process that need review for improvement: 1) Plan Review and 
Approval, 2) Inspections, and 3) Final Sign-Off. 

Out of these three value streams, Plan Review and Approval was selected for this phase of the 
project.  It will be important to map the Inspections and Final Sign-off value streams and identify 
improvements for each of these processes.  This work will be done in a later phase of the 
continuous improvement effort. 

Scoping 

During scoping, division leaders and selected process owners developed a “Value Proposition.” 
The proposition is a clear set of statements describing how a product or service can be made 
attractive and helpful to customers.  An image of the proposition is shown in Figure 1 below. 

 

Figure 1 
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In summary, the Value Proposition for Beaverton’s development review process is:  
 
to create a seamless development review process that is: 1) supported by customer service that is 

timely, consistent, respectful, clear, accountable, and 2) conducted in partnership with the 
development community with better tools and support to staff in performing their roles. 

 
Value Stream Mapping and Action Planning 

A team of selected process owners from the Building Division, Planning Division, and Site 
Development collaborated together for three days to map the Plan Review and Approval value 
streams in each division, identify all of the problems with the existing process, and define a 
desired future state that addresses bottlenecks and frustrations for both staff and customers. 

Current State 

The map of the current process, shown in Figure 2 below, shows three separate process flows 
running on parallel tracks but with very few points of integration.  Value Stream Mapping 
provided a major breakthrough for process owners:  none of them had full knowledge of all 
components of the process until the current state map was completed.  Prior to this, staff were not 
aware of all the steps involved within each division’s part of the process or even all the points in 
the process where communication, coordination, and collaboration between the separate 
divisions should be happening but isn’t. 

 

 

Figure 2 
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Figure 3 illustrates additional problems process 
owners identified that were either outside of 
their control or outside the scope of the 
project.   

Some of these problems will likely resolve 
indirectly as planned process improvements 
are implemented. Others will need to be 
revisited in future cycles of continuous 
improvement. 

 

 

Future State 

The future state map in Figure 4 shows the streamlined process and the opportunities for adding 
value for customers and reducing delays and frustrations.  The yellow objects represent each of 
the improvements identified by process owners. Improvements were organized into seven 
projects and staff created action plans for implementing the changes. Process owners presented 
the results of Value Stream Mapping to senior leadership in city departments and divisions and 
gained support and permission to implement the improvements. 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Figure 3 

Figure 4 
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Taking Action:  90-day improvement projects 

Each of the seven projects carried out from July – September 2015 had a clearly defined 
purpose.  The following is the list of improvements staff worked on and the intended goals. 

Improvements Project Goals 

1. Site 
Development 
Plan Review 
Queue 

Hold a “kaizen event” (a deep dive to identify root causes of problems) 
around the Site Development plan review queue in order to reduce permit 
issuance time and provide better customer service.  

Value Stream Improvement Goal:  reduce review times by 50% 

2. Clean Water 
Services 
(CWS) “Green 
Sheet” 

Require customers to provide CWS green sheets in order to reduce plan 
review time, accounting time, and permit technician staff time. 

Value Stream Improvement Goals:  reduce staff time for review; improve 
permit delivery time 

3. Intake Create an intake process and staff it appropriately in order to reduce plan 
review and permit issuance time. 

Value Stream Improvement Goals:  reduce the number of incomplete 
applications; increase complete and accurate proposals by 25% 

4. Electronic 
Application 
Submittal 
and Tracking  

Use the Beaverton Records and Application Database (or BRAD, the-city 
developed permit center program for application entry and tracking) to 
institute web-based application submission and customer tracking. The 
purpose is to simplify submission, intake, and routing in order to have 
efficient plan reviews and to provide improved customer service and more 
efficient use of staff time. 

Value Stream Improvement Goal:  100% online submittal of appropriate 
applications 

5. Electronic 
Plan Review  

Use ProjectDox, a proprietary software application for plan review and 
approval (already owned by the City) to reduce permit issuance time. 

Value Stream Improvement Goal:  reduce permit costs in printing, travel 
time, counter staff time, and space use. 

6. Workspace Create a workspace committee in order to provide recommendations for 
the effective use of space.      

Value Stream Improvement Goal:  reduce interruptions to improve staff 
productivity. 

7. Development 
Liaison 

Institute a development liaison staff position in order to provide efficient 
customer service. 

Value Stream Improvement Goal:  reduce the number of incorrect 
customer contacts by 10-15%. 
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Technology Assessment 

Once the future state value stream map was completed and the 90-day improvement projects 
were underway, the consulting team assessed the existing technology systems used in the city’s 
development review process to determine how automation technology may be used to further 
streamline work flows and bring Beaverton’s process in line with current industry standards and 
best practices.  Specifically, the assessment addressed: 

¶ options to consider in enhancing the city’s online permitting capabilities, 

¶ options for updating or replacing the Beaverton Records and Applications Database 
(BRAD) system (the in-house system designed to support the entry and tracking of 
development applications), 

¶ approaches required to successfully implement and utilize ProjectDox (an electronic 
document review (EDR) application that the city purchased in 2009 but has not 
implemented),  

¶ opportunities to expand the use of mobile technology to support on-site field inspection 
work,  

¶ other opportunities for applying automation technology to improve efficiency and 
effectiveness of the process for customers,  

¶ changes in current systems to support process improvements that staff identified in the 
Value Stream Mapping (VSM) component of the project, and 

¶ the resources and support required to pursue these opportunities. 

The technology assessment and the resulting recommendations set the stage to achieve greater 
integration between the three value streams and support the completion of three of the 
improvement projects:  intake, electronic submittal and electronic plan review. 

Customer Discussion Groups 

The city sponsored two discussion groups with developers, builders, architects, engineers, 
designers, and other development professionals to hear their frustrations with the process, 
identify what is working well, gather their ideas for improvements and share some of the city’s 
emerging solutions for process improvements.  These conversations were facilitated by Michelle 
Kennedy of Kennedy Consulting LLC, and Deb Meihoff of Communitas with no city staff present 
so that development partners had freedom to be as candid as possible.   
 
Participants shared their ideas for process improvements that would be most meaningful to 
them and provided feedback on the potential viability of changes the city is contemplating and 
the degree to which these changes correspond to their expectations of receiving the highest 
level of customer service.  The information from these sessions will help inform the city’s 
decisions about process improvements going forward and help educate and train staff in 
meeting customer needs and expectations. 
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What We Learned from Customers 

According to customers participating in the discussion groups, there have been problems with 
Beaverton’s development review process for many years. They acknowledged that although 
there have been improvements through the years, and that overall city staff are friendly and 
personable, many aspects of the process are still problematic.   

Two of the most significant frustrations for customers are:  1) the time it takes to get an approval 
is too long; and 2) there is inconsistency in requirements, and new items are added during each 
cycle of review.   They noted a number of frustrations, which have been documented in previous 
studies and customer surveys dating back to 2000: 

¶ The processes between building, site development, and planning aren’t well integrated.   
There appears to be inadequate communication between the various divisions and staff 
that are responsible for the process, and it often results in inconsistent information 
provided to customers.   

¶ Customers find the site development portion of the process to be the most frustrating, 
with long delays, inadequate and inconsistent communication, and multiple reviews. 

¶ Plans get routed to different parts of the city.  Documents get lost.  Customers have to 
take on responsibility for routing documents themselves, when in many other 
jurisdictions in the metro area there is a single point of contact for intake. 

¶ The length of time from start to finish of the process is far too long, making it difficult to 
hit construction windows.  Customers said it can take months to get comments on a plan 
set.  Developers receive conflicting comments from the city with no resolution. 

¶ Staff don’t adhere to the schedule they set at the beginning and lateness is allowed with 
no accountability or consequences.  Customers feel they cannot count on the city to 
meet timelines set out at the beginning of the process. 

¶ It is not uncommon to get new comments on third or fourth review and sometimes from 
new people reviewing plans who were not involved at any earlier stage in the process.  
Customers say they often received conflicting comments from the city with no way to 
resolve them. 

¶ There appears to be little or no internal tracking of where an application is in the process 
and customers have limited ability to know the status of an application.   

¶ Customers say they receive approvals that are not upheld later in the process and that 
the city often insists on changes to already approved plans after construction is already 
underway. 
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What Customers Want 

¶ Change the customer service mind-set.  Get all staff thinking together in a more creative, 
innovative manner, creating a highly responsive, helpful, collaborative approach to 
solving complex problems.  Staff need to view their role as “getting to yes” with the 
customer within the parameters of the Code and to fully understand the impacts of 
delays. 

¶ Provide on-line status check for applications and make sure the information in the 
system is accurate. 

¶ Create a single point of intake for plans and then coordinate review and comments.   

¶ Do triage on the initial set of plans.  Be clear about what isn’t acceptable and why so the 
second set of plans will hit the mark.   Stop accepting plans that don’t meet even 
minimum standards.  Don’t accept them and waste valuable staff time doing anything 
with them. 

¶ Provide a schedule customers can rely upon and then adhere to it.  Even if the process is 
going to take longer than customers would like, they can plan more effectively if they 
know what to expect and that the city actually delivers within the timelines it sets as a 
standard. 

¶ Ensure consistent, early involvement of customers in the review process. 

¶ Prior to final approval, make conditions very clear to developers, with clear expectations 
regarding utilities.  There should be very few or no contentious issues after approval. 

¶ Have phased reviews with one set of permitted drawings/plans that all staff and 
departments are using.   

¶ Be transparent about the cue.  Tell customers where they are in the wait line.  

¶ Reconsider how the queue is determined.  Because second, third and fourth reviews are 
given higher priority in the queue, sometimes it takes weeks for the first review to get 
started and completed.  

¶ There should be no new fresh batches of comments at each stage of review and no 
changing things in the field during construction.  

¶ Have plans inspectors meet with building inspectors to go over the approved plans 
before inspections occur in the field. 

 

  



 
 

15 

5 Project Outcomes 
The project achieved many of the intended outcomes and some that were not articulated or 
expected at the outset.  During the project retrospective, staff and managers who participated 
identified the following results and benefits to the city from Value Stream Improvement: 

¶ Because the process owners mapped the value streams from end to end, staff now fully 
understand the process across all three divisions, including the problem areas and 
inefficiencies. 

¶ The city knows what is needed to further automate the process to achieve more 
streamlining and greater efficiencies. 

¶ The city knows what will be required for successful implementation of ProjectDox. 

¶ CDD and Public Works have a better understanding of their capacity to work on 
improvements and sustain them. 

¶ Staff in CDD and Public Works now have skills in business process mapping and applying 
Lean practices to achieve process improvements. 

¶ Relationships among staff are more collegial and there is a framework for collaboration 
among the three divisions that are part of development review.  

¶ There is greater understanding of what each division and person brings to the process. 

¶ There is a more positive orientation than previous attempts to improve the process.  
People seem more open to looking at changes positively and consider alternatives to 
current policies and procedures than they would have in the past. 

¶ The process helped staff move out of their comfort zones and build recognition that they 
own the process and have the power to change it for the better.  

¶ The final product is staff-driven and “owned” by professional staff. 

Action Plan Accomplishments 

Process owners responsible for implementing action plans were able to make progress on all 
seven of the targeted improvements. The fact that the project took place during peak workload 
had an impact on how much staff could realistically achieve in a 90-day time period.   

Also, some of the improvements were dependent on additional resources that will need to be 
approved by the Mayor and the City Council in either the Supplemental Budget process or the 
2016-2017 budget.  The progress and outcomes achieved for each of the seven improvement 
projects are summarized.in the table on the next page. 
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Improvements Accomplishments 

1. Site 
Development 
Plan Review 
Queue 

-  Site Development now understands the root causes of why their 
review process can take an extensively long time, including 
requirements for multiple reviews. 

-  They have an outline of actions to take in order to educate customers 
for improved application submittals and to reduce the number of 
review cycles.    

-  The planned countermeasures to deal with the root cause process 
issues are:  1) update submittal requirements; 2) a website tutorial 
and FAQs; 3) a workshop and specialized training to educate 
customers on what is expected and what an “A+” application looks 
like; and 4) a completeness check at the counter. 

2. Clean Water 
Services (CWS) 
“Green Sheet” 

-  Staff have reviewed the Inter-Governmental Agreement (IGA) and met 
with CWS.  A number of issues were identified in the meeting that will 
require more research, analysis and discussion.  For example: 

o The amount of city staff time required to evaluate, itemize, 
and collect fees on building permit fixtures costs the Building 
Division staff time, and therefore money that they do not 
recover. 

o Only four percent of the funds collected stay at the city. These 
funds are deposited in the city’s sanitary sewer fund. 

o CWS does not have the capacity to receive applications 
electronically, so distance is an issue for most applicants if the 
city were to change to having CWS accept the plumbing 
connection applications like they do for Washington County. 

-  Because this is an IGA issue, many other factors are part of the 
discussion. 

3. Intake -  All divisions are working to update application checklists, including 
review of ‘have to have’ information vs. ‘to be determined’ 
information.  

-  Counter equipment updates have been requested and partially 
implemented. 

-  Internal routing drawers are being tested for efficient delivery of 
materials between divisions. 

-  The Planning Division is testing entry of applications at the counter 
with customers rather than ‘within 24-hours.’ 

-  The Building Division is routing new applications to Plan Review staff 
within 24-hours (previously this could take up to one week). 

-  Site Development has made their application forms fillable pdfs.  
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Improvements Accomplishments 

4. Electronic 
Application 
Submittal and 
Tracking   

(Beaverton 
Records and 
Application 
Database, or 
BRAD ) 

-  Conducted site visits to the cities of Hillsboro and Gresham, meeting 
with staff at both locations to learn and share information on 
electronic applications and plan review. 

-  Determined that staff do not have full understanding of or adequate 
training in using the BRAD system. 

-  Identified the need to develop new functions in the BRAD program to 
allow for online application submittal.   

-  Began reviewing the functions available in BRAD, evaluating their 
purpose, and working with ISD to decide on needed updates and 
improvements.  

-  Facilitated removal of the $1000.00 limit assigned to use of a credit 
card for paying permit fees.  Waiting for a check to be drawn from a 
corporate account is time consuming and causes delays.  This change 
may also facilitate online applications.    

-  Staff is working to develop a simple online application for Pre-
Application Conferences as a test for other potential applications. 

-  In the Technology Assessment, staff are recommending that the city 
issue a Request for Information (RFI) in order to evaluate whether or 
not to keep BRAD or move to an off-the-shelf system. 

5. Electronic 
Plan Review 
(ProjectDox) 

-  Conducted site visits to the cities of Hillsboro and Gresham, meeting 
with staff at both locations to learn and share information on 
electronic applications and plan review. 

-  Negotiated with Avolve, the ProjectDox vendor, for reasonable 
contract terms to support maintenance, software upgrade to next 
version, training costs, and post go-live professional services. 

6. Workspace -  Survey:  Staff conducted a workspace survey of all fourth floor 
employees of CDD and Public Works, which yielded a 92% response 
rate.  Various types of noise and visual disruptions to work were major 
workspace issues as ranked by staff from a variety of issues that might 
occur within a workspace.   

-  Quiet Room:  Staff are testing the idea of a separate room with 
‘Library Rules’ to provide staff with a place in which to focus on work, 
uninterrupted, with laptops available and a few staff have used it. 

-  Cubicles:  In the survey, 63% of respondents identified higher cubicle 
walls as a way to improve their work environment and ability to focus 
on work tasks with less interruptions.   Staff have preliminary numbers 
on the associated costs for extending different walls. 

-  Customer Calls:  Constant phone conversations with customers can be 
disruptive on the floor. Staff suggested the use lap tops in phone 
rooms ‘off the floor’.    
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Improvements Accomplishments 

7. Development 
Liaison 

-  Conducted preliminary research of other jurisdictions that use or have 
investigated the use of this approach.  Portland charges a high fee for 
the service and Hillsboro has a ‘Project Coordinator’ position that is 
funded but not filled and will not be filled immediately. 

-  Reviewed a Beaverton ‘Permit Coordinator’ position that was created, 
but never filled (planning focus). 

-  Identified a potential “test option” for offering up a liaison as an 
incentive (at no charge to the customer) for developers and builders 
that commit to a specific level of construction at or above specific 
Energy Trust metrics 

-  Identified issues for further research, including need for developer 
agreements or land use Conditions of Approval in order to implement 
this function. 
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6 Recommendations 

There have been many attempts in the past to fix Beaverton’s development review process. 
Although some useful changes resulted from these efforts, overall there has been only limited 
success as indicated by staff and customers participating in the Process Improvement Project.  
Customers and staff each reported many of the same concerns and frustrations that were 
documented repeatedly in previous studies.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Principles for Moving Forward 

Now that process owners are fully engaged in continuous improvement and are able to apply 
Lean methods to making improvements to the development review value stream, we 
recommend the city move forward with the next phase of activities in alignment with the 
following principles. 

¶ Value- driven purpose:  Focus the work on what customer value to ensure that you 
deliver the right products and services when and where needed. 

¶ Process improvement: Improve the work so you can innovate and respond rapidly to 
changing needs and demands.  

¶ People development:  Build the capability in every employee to solve problems and 
continually improve processes in order to create an environment for sustained 
improvement.  

¶ Leadership behaviors - Demonstrate principle-based behaviors, so leaders can support 
and develop the people and processes that deliver value to customers.  

¶ Organizational culture – Create a culture that encourages respect, creative and innovative 
problem solving, and empowers employees to take ownership of their processes and 
results. 

 

  

The City of Beaverton must decide if it really is serious 
about significantly improving the development review 
process this time. If so, taking the actions outlined in 
these recommendations will be necessary. 
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Recommendations for Phase Two – 2016/2017 
 
Recommendation 1:  Carry forward and complete the improvements begun in Phase One.  This 
includes immediately assigning staff resources to the Continuous Improvement Project 
Manager role so the development review process improvements can move forward without 
interruption.   

V Site Development – assign the Continuous Improvement Project Manager to work 
with Site Development staff in a focused effort to move the outcomes of the kaizen 
event forward.  This is a significant area of concern for customers, and it rose to the 
top of the list for areas of the process that need to be modified in order for the 
development review process to improve. 

V Clean Water Services – continue to evaluate the IGA issues with internal staff and 
bring recommendations back to CWS for further discussion.    

V Intake – encourage staff to continually identify issues in the intake process and test 
actions for improvements.   

V Electronic Application Submittal (BRAD upgrades) - staff would like to continue using 
BRAD for permit tracking, but it will need to be updated to support the new 
functionality.  If updating is impractical or simply not possible the city will need to 
identify a replacement product and BRAD will need to be retired.   Steps include: 

o Review the BRAD system and train staff on its existing functionality and 
capacity. 

o Re-institute on-line viewing of project status (existing or new) by customers, 
train staff and expect staff to use it.   

o Update the system as needed. 

o Present a Request for Information for new third party systems and invite 
vendors in to present their products and determine whether or not to invest 
in a third-party system.   

V Electronic Plan Review (ProjectDox) – site visits to Gresham and Hillsboro confirmed 
what staff believed was true: applying this technology will help Beaverton become 
more consistent and efficient (with staff time and space), and it will streamline the 
process and reduce time and costs for the customer. ProjectDox has been 
successfully implemented across the nation for building and site plan review and 
several local jurisdictions in Oregon are already using it.  A significant knowledge base 
already exists among customers who are served by multiple jurisdictions in the Metro 
area, and Beaverton can take advantage of the experiences and lessons learned in 
Hillsboro and Gresham, both of which have expressed willingness to help Beaverton 
“get there” with its implementation.  Steps include: 

o Enter into a contract with Avolve to update and maintain ProjectDox. 

o Develop workflows, and train staff.   
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o Implement for Building Division in the first year, and Site Development the 
next year. 

o Get Planning Division staff trained to review Building and Site Development 
applications. 

V Workspace – establish a committee to continually evaluate workspace issues and 
develop solutions and present recommendations.  Evaluate the physical organization, 
functional relationships and proximities, and spatial adequacy for the permitting 
functions. Create a centralized place and work environment that conveys a sense of 
transparency, access, efficiency, and coordination to both customers and staff.  

V Development Liaison – further explore the idea with customers as to the value they 
would see in the role.  If it is determined to be valuable, pilot a test and then evaluate 
the results. 

 
Recommendation 2:  Build a new customer service culture for Development Review.  Rally and 
empower staff through greater participation and training in the process they own and 
change the culture to one focused on collaborative problem solving.  A process may be 
sound in theory but ineffective in practice if personnel are not properly trained or are 
apathetic about new procedures because they don’t understand the need for or the value of 
the changes.  To counter this, give staff a role in the decision-making and implementation 
process. Have them help shape, with guidance from leadership and customers, what 
exceptional customer service looks like.  Then they will have a vested interest in its success. 

Existing Culture  Suggested New Culture  

Interpret Codes with no 
deviation  

Recognize that real projects may need creative 
interpretations. Use whatever discretion the Code 
suggests or allows. Increase staff judgment and 
approval of minor modifications in the field. 

Nit-pick submissions.  
Cross every “t” and dot every “i”  

Recognize that nit picking seldom builds a better 
Beaverton, so stop doing it. 

Do a first review that is 
incomplete just to meet the 
timeline performance goal  

Conduct a comprehensive first review. If this impacts 
the performance standard, work with managers to 
obtain more staff or whatever is needed to meet the 
performance standards along with complete first 
review.  

Answer phone calls and emails 
whenever  

Return all phone calls and emails within 24 hours. 

Add new conditions or 
requirements each review  

Do a comprehensive review the first time and only add 
new items if the project changes.  

 
Once there is a clear definition of the desired customer service standards, develop a 
customized training, with assistance from a third party (consultant or other jurisdiction) and 
deliver it to all staff.  Then hold staff accountable to the standards through effective 
performance management. 
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Recommendation 3:  Take immediate action to implement two or three highly visible 
improvements specifically requested by customers.  Four of the improvements that 
customers want most – a more responsive and collaborative customer service culture, on-
line tracking of application status, fewer reviews, and a more transparent queue for plan 
review in site development – are already included in the above recommendations.  The city 
should proceed as quickly as possible in getting those things in place and communicating 
with customers that changes are being made so they can be looking out for improvements 
and offering feedback about how the improvements are being implemented.  Some other 
high value improvements that would be the most meaningful to customers include: 
 
V Establish predictable timelines:   Determine maximum time from application 

submittal to the time the applicant receives staff feedback.  Consider using a 
customer advisory group to help establish acceptable levels and then consistently 
adhere to them. 
 

V Regulate as opposed to re-create:  Place more accountability on the licensed 
professionals and tradespeople by relying more heavily on their sealed plans.  
Remember that planning documents are not construction documents.  City staff 
should not spend copious amounts of time recreating the work of hired professionals.  
City staff should review for basic protection of health, safety and welfare. This will 
reduce city staff’s review time and potential liability.  Most of the fees that are spent 
getting a project off the ground are in the design review phase.  Customers feel they 
pay a heavy cost up front and get very little value on their investment when there are 
multiple reviews, changes are made late in the process, approvals are over-turned, 
and changes are required during construction phase. 

 
V Offer an experienced development liaison or in-house consultant (one of the 

improvements under consideration from phase one.) Their primary function is to 
assist customers through development review from “cradle to grave” - from permit 
process through Certificate of Occupancy. Some developers doing business in 
Beaverton have said they would be willing to pay for this service as an additional 
charge on top of regular permit fees and other jurisdictions have implemented it 
successfully.  The benefit is to relieve the plan review staff and their supervisors from 
conflict resolution and unexpected project management duties. 

 
V Do triage on the initial set of plans.  Be clear about what isn’t acceptable and why so 
the second set of plans will hit the mark.   Stop accepting plans that don’t meet even 
minimum standards.  Don’t accept them and waste valuable staff time doing anything 
with them. 
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Recommendation 4:  Invest in technology solutions and implement all of the recommendations 
in the Technology Assessment.  Taking advantage of available technology solutions helps 
inspectors be more productive and provide better customer service in the field and allows 
applicants to submit applications and plans and check permit status online.  This eliminates 
lost plans, enables concurrent departmental review, reduces the physical space needed to 
store plans and reduces costs for customers in printing and reproducing plan sets.   

V Proceed with immediate full implementation of ProjectDox to support the electronic plan 
review process improvement.  The city has already invested $200,000 in this software 
application and workflows in Building and Site Development have already been modified 
to fit the functionality of the software. While some additional adjustments may be 
needed to accommodate any changes to the latest version of the software and staff will 
need to be trained to use the system, Beaverton already has in place many of the pieces 
needed for a successful implementation.  

V If feasible, upgrade BRAD to support web-based application submission and online 
customer tracking of the review process.  Online tracking of the review process is one of 
features customers like most in online permitting, and it was the highest priority 
electronic improvement identified by customers participating in the discussions with the 
development community. As quickly as possible, development review leaders and staff 
should work with ISD to evaluate existing BRAD features and determine whether or not 
to develop additional features for BRAD to the degree desired to support all of the 
envisioned process improvements and for future integration with ProjectDox.  If BRAD 
cannot be adequately enhanced to create the capability for web-based application 
submission and online tracking of the review process, the city should expedite a Request 
for Information to identify software options. 

V Enhance and expand use of mobile technology in the field.  The power of field laptops 
supports more “real time” service to customers and greater efficiency in completing 
process steps and workflows.  All field inspectors, (building, engineers, code 
enforcement, and planners) should have wireless field laptops or tablets tied to BRAD 
and ProjectDox so that construction and “as-built” drawings can be viewed in the field, as 
well as construction records of previous buildings and access to forms and checklists that 
can be filled out in the field. For some of the inspectors, particularly Building, small field 
printers should also be used. All inspectors should be equipped with Smartphones so that 
they can communicate more with the central office and with customers in a more timely 
and responsive manner.  
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V Expand the use of web-based applications to promote greater self-service and ease of 
access for customers.   Ideas for enhanced web-based capability identified by staff during 
the VSM process include:  customer-initiated requests for inspections, online check-in for 
inspection results, and the ability to look up permits by address.  While some web-based 
features would require a robust online platform, others can be implemented using 
existing capabilities.   

V Initiate a Request for Information (RFI) process to identify alternatives for a robust online 
platform that can either be integrated with ProjectDox or includes an EDR application.  
Abandoning BRAD, and potentially ProjectDox, to pursue a new solution comes with a 
high cost – a $500,000 - $3 million investment in a new system that would not be 
implemented for two to three years once the solution is chosen.  Even if the city chooses 
to upgrade BRAD and implement ProjectDox, it will still be important to explore options 
for a strategic solution that will support the city’s long-term vision of a paperless, fully 
online permitting system and a replacement for BRAD at the point it is no longer useful.  
Obviously this recommendation becomes a higher priority if the city determines it is not 
feasible to upgrade BRAD or chooses to project replacement of BRAD at a future date. 

Recommendation 5:  Allocate the necessary resources to fully implement Phase One 
improvements and the recommendations in the Technology Assessment in FY 2016/2017.  
Three types of investment are required to provide the necessary resources for 
implementation of the Phase One and Phase Two recommendations: 

1. Staff time/allocation to continuous improvement as part of work expectations.  
Leadership in CDD and Public Works needs to clarify that this is a priority within the 
work culture and that it is part of staff’s job as process owners to continually improve 
development review.  This can be addressed by adding continuous improvement 
responsibilities to job descriptions and setting clear performance expectations and 
managing to those expectations. 

2. New FTE in Site Development to address long-term under-staffing of this function, 
retirement transitions, and doubling of Site Development application submittals and 
revenues.  These positions are being requested in the Supplemental Budget Request 
for Public Works. 

3. Funding for the technology recommendations identified in the Technology 
Assessment and summarized in this report. The table on the following page 
summarizes the resources and estimated associated costs that will be required to 
implement the recommendations from the Technology Assessment, available at the 
time of publishing this report.   
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Resource Type Detail and Justification Cost 

Implementation 
support to implement 
electronic plan review 
 

*  50% to be paid by 
Building Division; 50% 
by Site Development 
(General Fund) 

Necessary support to implement the existing 
city-owned ProjectDox application. Includes: 

-  Annual maintenance fee for 2016 

-  Software upgrade to next version 

-  Training costs 

-  Post go-live professional services 

  

  

       $  81,000.00 

Equipment/software 
upgrades to increase 
efficiency in Site 
Development  

Needed to view, combine, separate, and revise 
engineering drawing sets in an efficient 
manner 

-  11 monitor upgrades to replace small screens 

-  2 copies of AdobePro Software 

  

 

 $      3,135.00 

 $         560.00 

Mobile technology 
capability for Site 
Development  

  

Essential tools for everyday field work and 
inspections - tracking, gathering, and storing 
data; collaboration/communication needs, and 
for marking up as-builts 

-  10 Microsoft SurfacePro Tablets 

-  Wifi-Internet connection for 10 devices 

-  Net Motion for tablets 

-  Vehicle tablet stands for 6 vehicles 

-  Replacement of outdated phones 

-  Plan Grid Service subscriptions for 10 devices  

-  Printer in a city inspection vehicle 

   

 

 

 

$    13,500.00 

 $      4,800.00 

$      2,000.00 

$      1,800.00 

$      8,300.00 

$      2,400.00 

$         500.00 

Total Request $ 117,995 

 
Recommendations for Future Phases (2017-2019) 

Recommendation 6:  Revisit the ‘problem list’ generated in phase one Value Stream Mapping and 
look for additional opportunities for process improvements. Identify actions already in existing 
actions, those that can’t be solved here, or those that need some energy put behind them for 
improvement 
 
Recommendation 7:  Conduct Value Stream Improvement on the other value streams identified in 
the phase one pre-scoping and scoping activities.  This includes: 

o Inspections – to address inconsistencies with plan review, how inspections are 
conducted, use of technology in the field, and customer communication.   

o Final Sign-offs – customer communication on how this process works, the needs during 
review and construction that could make this process more fluid. 
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Recommendation 8:  Develop a road map for long-term capital investment in and stable funding of 
the development review process as part of a multi-phase effort.  This includes identifying the 
electronic systems, equipment, software, workspace, and appropriate level of staffing to 
improve the process for staff and customers.   This recommendation also includes developing 
and implementing a strategy for stabilizing funding in order to weather fluctuations in the 
economy. 
 
When development started to increase after the 2008 recession, many jurisdictions had the 
same problem. They had poor service levels because they did not have an adequate number of 
staff to process the workload and elected officials would not authorize enough dollars to keep up 
with the demand. Today, service levels are often still poor, but for a different reason.  When city 
revenues and budgets are down, the solution is to reduce staff through layoffs. These layoffs 
tend to take place across all functions including the planning and development office and staff is 
cut to a level where good service is no longer possible. The layoffs may occur even if the planning 
and development functions have revenues that exceed costs. These excess revenues simply are 
transferred to the General Fund.  
 
This recommendation proposes creating a full cost recovery system of revenue and budgeting 
for Planning and Site Development (Building already has this in place). Progressive development 
and permitting programs operate as full cost recovery systems and fees are established high 
enough to make this possible.  While this normally works well in times of high development 
activity, it can be a problem during times of low activity. There are two good ways to handle this 
issue. The first is to have a substantial reserve account which can be used in times of low activity.  
A recommended level for such a reserve is equivalent to 9 or 12 months of the normal budget.   
 
The second approach is to use a blended staff. A base staff is supplemented by stand-by or on- 
call consultants. As development activity picks up, additional consultants are used. As 
development decreases, consultants are no longer needed. This avoids the layoffs traditionally 
used to solve the problem. Training consultants to understand Beaverton regulations and 
processes is key to the success of this approach. 

 
Remember, developers are concerned with two major issues: 1) the time it takes to process an 
application; and 2) consistency and clarity of the reviews. Time is of such great importance that 
they are willing to pay extra fees in order to reduce timelines.  Customers participating in the 
city’s discussion group suggested these approaches and some even indicated they would support 
higher fees if they can be assured shorter timelines for application review and approval. 
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7 Implications 
There are risks to the city for not investing the time and resources to significantly improve the 
development review process.  Customers are skeptical about whether the city has the resolve to 
follow through and make changes that will really matter.  Staff are enthusiastic about the 
possibilities but will lose faith in their power to change the process if they are not supported with 
the necessary tools, training, and resources to actually change the process and how they carry it 
out.  The following are implications for city leadership, staff, customers, and Beaverton residents 
for not investing in continuous improvement: 

-  Continued customer frustration that spans years, partly based on improvement 
studies and plans that do not result in change. 

-  Continued adversarial relationship between staff and customers. 

-  Developers lose interest in working with the city to meet Beaverton’s vision, which 
impacts the city’s economic and community development strategy.  They will doubt 
that “Beaverton is Open for Business.” 

-  Waning citizen enthusiasm if their public involvement in planning efforts doesn’t 
result in changes to the built environment. 

-  Staff frustrations and ongoing feelings of disempowerment will continue.  Creative 
solutions from staff may be lost. 

-  Comradery amongst staff will wane as divisions retreat to their silos. 

Some visible actions in the next year, along with the recommended investments in technology 
will go a long way to mitigating the long-held frustrations with the process and the concern that 
that the city lacks the commitment and follow through to fix a broken process. 
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8 Immediate Next Steps  

This report provides the city with a roadmap for making incremental improvements to the 
development review process that are visible, meaningful to staff and customers, and move the 
city toward its vision of: 

A seamless development review process supported by customer service that is timely, consistent, 
respectful, clear, accountable, and conducted in partnership with the development community. 

The following are recommended immediate next steps to begin implementing the Phase Two 
recommendations: 

1. Dedicate staff resources for an ongoing project manager to drive the continuous 
improvement effort forward. 

2. Enter into a contract with Avolve to facilitate the full implementation of ProjectDox, 
starting in the Building Division. 

3. Purchase the requested software and mobile technologies to increase staff productivity 

4. Review the BRAD system and train staff on its existing functionality and capacity. 

5. Re-institute on-line viewing of project status (existing or new) by customers, train staff 
and expect staff to use it.   

6. Make Site Development the focal point for phase two process changes.  
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Appendix A - Project Artifacts 
 

1. Value Stream Improvement: Pre-Scoping Expectations 

2. Value Stream Improvement: Pre-Scoping Meeting Agenda 

3. Value Stream Improvement: Pre-Scoping artifacts 

4. Value Stream Improvement: Scoping Expectations 

5. Value Stream Improvement: Scoping Meeting Agenda 

6. Value Stream Improvement: Value Proposition (from Scoping) 

7. Value Stream Mapping: Expectations 

8. Value Stream Mapping: Handout 

9. Value Stream Mapping: Three Day Agenda 

10. Value Stream Mapping: Current & Future States 

11. Value Stream Mapping: Action Plans 

12. Site Development Kaizen Event: Agenda 

13. Site Development Kaizen Event: A3 8-Step Problem Solving Worksheet 

14. Site Development Kaizen Event: Artifacts (images) 

15. ProjectDox Consensus Workshop: Product (document artifact) 

  



 
 

  

Appendix B – List of Development Review Best Practices  
                        from Other Jurisdictions 

 

-  Good plans, policies, handouts, checklists, design guidelines, construction standards,              
all up to date 

-  Co-location of all development related functions 

-  Manager or coordinator of co-located functions 

-  Clear agreement as to who has decision authority 

-  Adequate parking and public transportation 

-  Attractive and functional waiting area and counter area  

-  Counter wait times are set and monitored 10 or 15 minutes depending on community needs 

-  Highly qualified front counter staff with a problem solving perspective 

-  Plans are checked for completeness at intake or in first few days 

-  Only complete plans are accepted for processing 

-  Electronic permitting system with good ties to GIS 

-  Electronic applications and plan submittal via Internet  

-  Credit cards are accepted both in the office and over the Internet 

-  Easy to understand fees based on actual costs  

-  Full cost recovery and enterprise type fund  

-  Reserve account equal to 9 or 12 months of normal department budget 

-  Electronic plan check and electronic files  

-  Thorough, fast and fair process 

-  Use of stand-by consultants when performance standards can’t be met 

-  Issue small permits over the Internet and accept all plans over the Internet 

-  Pre-application alternatives  

-  Early notice to stakeholders  

-  Inter-department review committee with decision power  

-  Project managers who handle “cradle to grave” process with decision power  - from pre 
application to Certificate of Occupancy 

-  Performance standards for processing and plan check with weekly reports  

-  Expedited review alternatives 

-  Cut performance standards in half for each subsequent cycle of review 

-  Meet performance standards 90% of the time  

-  Track both government and applicant times  

-  Comprehensive checks for the first review cycle  



 
 

  

-  New requirements are not added in subsequent reviews, get it right the first time. All 
reviewers to participate under a “if you snooze you lose” policy 

-  Consultants for overflow plans when performance standards cannot be met  

-  Three strikes and you are out or increased fees after three cycles of review 

-  Comprehensive Email lists of all Stakeholders in the community  

-  Good website, handouts, forms, staff listings, phone numbers, email addresses, organization 
charts, all plans, policies and ordinances  

-  On-line permit tracking  

-  Electronic files at close out – records management  

-  Interactive Voice Response and Internet inspection request systems  

-  Next day inspections  

-  Consultants when next day inspections cannot be met 

-  Combination inspectors for residential and small TI’s 

-  Field computers, printers, and cell phones for inspectors 

-  Developers’ advisory committee  

-  Customer feedback and evaluation systems  

-  Certified planners, engineers, plan checkers and inspectors  

-  Stakeholder education sessions 

-  Post construction field review of projects regarding quality issues 

-  Work towards a paperless office 

-  Periodically conduct a review of the process including customer input and support by elected 
officials  

  



 
 

  

Appendix C – Technology Assessment 

 

 
 

 


